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Swedburg. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


With respect to the change in venue for the Senate meeting, Dr. Kenniff 
advised that in consultation with the Secretary and the Steering Committee 
during the course of the summer, it had been decided both in the interest of 
some minor saving and to alleviate difficulties which have been experienced 
by members in arranging transportation to meetings held off campus at the 
PSBGM, to attempt to hold Senate meetings in room AD-131, Loyola 
Campus. This arrangement will be monitored over the course of the next 
few meetings. 


In calling the first meeting for the 1985/86 academic year to order, Dr. 
Kenniff suggested that given the annual changeover in Senate membership, 
it would be useful for members to identify themselves. Consequently, he 
invited Senators to introduce themselves and at the same time indicate the 
particular constituency from which the member comes. 


Dr. Kenniff also introduced Dr. M. Jerome-Forget, Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance and welcomed her to today's Senate 
meeting. 


Approval of the Agenda 
The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Dr. Kenniff reminded members that Senate had adopted an innovative 
practice last year with respect to motions which arise, whereby, .unless 
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there is a specific request for a vote on a given motion or resolution, it 
would be automatically assumed that the matter is passed and Senate would 
proceed to the next agenda item. In consequence, members should only 
request a vote on a particular issue when they feel that it is controversial or 
they wish to express their positions, for or against, by way of a vote. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. LIFSHITZ, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
MAY 3, 1985, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 

IT WAS MOVED BY MS. LIFSHITZ, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
MAY 24, 1985, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff advised that last year's Steering Committee, which would be 
retiring as of today with the election and appointment of new members, had 
been very active over the summer months, as evidenced by the proposal to 
be considered under Agenda item IX - Restructuring of Senate and Standing 
Committees of Senate. He expressed his gratitude to the members of the 
Steering Committee, and particularly faculty members who were beginning 
sabbatical leaves but who nonetheless diligently came in from their retreats 
and participated in the preparation of the proposal, which, in his opinion, 
should lead to some interesting discussion in Senate. 


With respect to the University Building Projects, Dr. Kenniff advised that 
the Montreal City Council has given first reading to the necessary zoning 
changes for an extension to the Vanier Library on the Loyola Campus; that 
second reading will take place at the October 28, 1985 City Council 
meeting; and that barring unforeseen circumstances there should be final 
approval by City Council, giving the University the go ahead for beginning 
construction on the Vanier Library. Concerning the downtown project, he 
advised that on May 29, 1985, the City of Montreal Executive Committee 
decided to turn down Concordia's demolition application for the Royal 
George apartment building on the grounds that the building should be 
preserved for residential uses; that the University appealed that decision to 
an arbitration commission under the appropriate City by-law; that three 
hearings were held during the summer, with the final one held on 
September 11, 1985; that the commissioners have promised a decision by 
the end of September; that while it may not be wise to make predictions, 
nonetheless all those who attended the hearings were fairly optimistic as to 
the outcome; and that this was the major element in the planning process and 
it was central to beginning the downtown project. At the same time he 
advised that the Board of Governors, at its meeting of September 19, 1985, 
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appointed the firm of Jean-Pierre Roy and Associates as development 
managers for the Building Projects, 1.e., it was their responsibility from this 
point on to supervise the work of architectural engineers, to do all of the 
preparatory work leading up to construction, and to institute a procedure for 
accounting and cost control with respect to the project itself. A preliminary 
report is expected over the course of the next few weeks. 


Dr. Kenniff further advised that the University's financial situation was one 
which has given, over the course of the last few years, cause for some 
alarm and considerably more alarm with respect to the last financial year, 
where, subject to the Audit Committee of the Board of Governors reviewing 
the financial statements, the deficit for the year at the present time was in the 
order of 11 million dollars; that this represents over 10% of the total 
admissible operating budget of the University, and, when added to the 
accumulated deficit of previous years, it was a source of considerable 
concern. He reminded Senate of the discussion which had taken place at the 
meeting of May 3. 1985, where the then Vice-Rector, Administration and 
Finance, Prof. G. Martin, indicated that the deficit for 1984/85 would still 
be in the order of 6 million dollars, as had been initially projected, but 
which eventually at the end of the year turned out to be in the order of 11 
million dollars. Dr. Kenniff stated that Concordia was not alone in this 
situation; that a mini review of all of the universities in the Province makes it 
quite clear, as acknowledged by the Minister of Higher Education, that for 
the first time in recent history the projected deficit figures as put together in 
the university budgets at the beginning of the year, were exceeded at the end 
of the year; and that this was the case with respect to all of the institutions 
that had deficits in the past year. He further advised that he and the 
Vice-Rectors were mandated by the Board of Governors to submit at the 
earliest opportunity a balanced budget for the current financial year; that, 
while attaining that objective will require a considerable amount of soul 
searching, the exercise is necessary in order to attempt to bring the level of 
expenditures more into line with the expected level of revenue; at the same 
time, he stated that the University would not be diminishing to any extent, 
its continuing pressure on the Government, and also on our fellow 
institutions, with respect to the chronic underfunding of Concordia and the 
re-establishment of the equity of the system; however, he was somewhat 
pessimistic over the chances of success in this regard, because despite 
efforts that have been made by everyone, including the Faculty Association, 
the students, etc., to portray Concordia's situation in its true light, the 
Government's financial situation was hardly better, and the rumblings that 
he has heard about the next budget exercise are not reassuring. 
Furthermore, the University would continue to press its case, but at the 
same time we have to be able to demonstrate within the Institution that 
efforts were being made to try to establish a process which will lead 
Concordia into a better state of equilibrium, otherwise the University, over 
time, would be in very serious financial difficulty. In addition, the 
University has not, within the past 5 years, gone through any process of 
programme review in budget preparation in the normally understood sense 
of the word; that while this exercise is taking place in this financial year, 
units have been asked to do that exercise over 2 years and to project into a 
third year; that the objective was that while adopting the budget for 1985/86, 
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a budget would also be adopted for 1986/87, either simultaneously or 
shortly thereafter, whereby the University would be in the position of 
knowing the expected levels of spending and revenue before the financial 
year begins; that while the projected levels of revenue and expenditure may 
have to be adjusted in the course of a particular financial year, it was 
extremely important for the University to be able to begin each financial year 
with some idea as to what the budget was going to be; and that his objective 
was to have a system of proper budget review, were programmes would be 
questioned, rationalized and improved where necessary; that at the same 
time, there would be a system of budget and cost control which, hopefully, 
would also procure savings that would allow the University to continue its 
basic mission without too much difficulty. 


Question Period 


In response to a comment that it would be helpful to have a report to Senate 
from the Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, laying out 
various budget scenarios in a fashion similar to the report presented to 
Senate last May by the then Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, Dr. 
Kenniff expressed the feeling that the suggestion was welcomed. 


Responding to another question concerning last year's deficit, Dr. Kenniff 
explained that some of the preliminary work that was done to estimate the 
deficit early in the Spring and Summer of 1984, indicated that the deficit 
would probably be in the order of 8.5 million dollars; that the exercise then 
conducted at the Vice-Rector's level, as was done by all universities, based 
on the fact that in previous years the figures have always come in above 
what the deficit turns out to be at the end of the fiscal year, resulted in the 
submission to the Finance Committee of the Board of Governors in 
November, 1984, with the projected deficit adjusted for what was expected 
to happen over the year, i.e., 6 million dollars, which was the figure used 
throughout the exercise; and that in hindsight, it appears that the 8.5 million 
dollar figure in the first instance, was much closer to reality. He further 
stated that while a package containing more precise information on the 
subject was presently being put together, and it would appear that a number 
of factors were involved; that there were factors related to some over- 
expenditures in certain units, which was a relatively minor phenomenon; 
that more importantly there was a fundamental structural problem with 
respect to Government grants, which has affected other universities, but 
particularly and certainly Concordia, whereby the level of Government 
grants last year was below the University's salary budget which was 
approximately 80% of the admissible budget; that this fundamental 
structural problem comes from a variety of sources, including promised 
money for new students that was only given at the rate of 30% two years 
ago, cancellation of promises which were made two years in a row to 
change the funding formula and taking money out of all university budgets 
to fund the change in the formula, which would have benefitted Concordia, 
etc.; and that a more scientific breakdown with respect to the University's 
financial situation, as suggested above, could be provided for the next 
meeting if Senate wished to go through that exercise. 
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Other issues raised and responded to included questions concerning the 
distribution of the deficit among the various Faculties; the effects of 
implementation of the 3 million dollar budget cutback as recommended by 
last year's Budget Cutback Task Force Report; and a comparison of 
Concordia's accumulated deficit with that of other Quebec universities. In 
response to a concern expressed over the possibility of Concordia being the 
first university to declare financial emergency, Dr. Kenniff, reminding 
Senators that he had expressed exactly the same sentiments, and which in 
fact were recorded in the Senate minutes last Spring, to the effect that there 
was a fine line to be drawn between continuing to allow the financial 
situation to run uncontrolled and actually declaring financial emergency, 
stated that it was his personal opinion that there was a lot of room between 
those two extremes. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


It was reported that the Ministry of Education has announced the approval 
of a proposal from the Chemistry Department in connection with the actions 
structurantes competition, in the amount of 2.88 million dollars over 5 
years; congratulations were extended to Prof. C. Langford, Chair, 
Chemistry Department, for his successful efforts in this regard. 85-6-10 It 
was announced that for the first time the programmes in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science received a three year as opposed to the 
usual five year accreditation from the Canadian accreditation team, which 
felt no improvement has taken place with respect to space since their last 
report. 


Appointments 


Elections to the Steering Committee 


Senate was advised that the membership and procedures for the election of 
faculty members to the Steering Committee had been previously circulated, 
(document US-85-6-Dl), along with a listing of current members of Senate 
indicating faculty members who were eligible for election. It was also 
explained that the Steering Committee meetings were held on Tuesday, ten 
days in advance of the regular monthly Senate meeting, at 8:30 am, on the 
Loyola Campus. 


A concern was expressed over the procedures, whereby student members 
on the Steering Committee "are elected by the student members of Senate", 
(paragraph 4, document US-85-6-D1), while at the same time, student 
Senators were allowed to vote in the elections for faculty members to the 
Steering Committee. 


In response to the above, it was explained that notwithstanding the wording 
of the paragraph referred to in document US-85-6-Dl, traditionally Senate 
approves the nominations brought forward by the students for membership 
on the Steering Committee. It was also suggested that if there was a feeling 
that this was not exactly the most symmetrical of procedures, the issue 
might best be addressed in the context of the review of Senate structures and 
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procedures which will be discussed later at this meeting and at subsequent 
Senate meetings. Senate agreed to this suggestion. 


Due to commitments which conflict with Steering Committee meetings, and 
in view of established practice whereby names could not be withdrawn from 
the ballot, Professors Xistris and MacKenzie urged Senators not to vote for 
them. 


Following distribution of the ballots, it was suggested and agreed that 
Senate proceed to the next agenda item while the ballots were being 
collected and counted by Mr. K.D. Adams and Mr. J. Princz. 


Appointments to other Standing Committees of Senate 


It was suggested and agreed that the list of undergraduate student 
appointments to the Standing Committees of Senate, which was circulated at 
the beginning of the meeting, be considered as an addendum to and 
incorporated into document US-85-6-D3. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HABIB, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE STANDING 
COMMITTEES OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-85-6-D3 AND 
ADDENDUM), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Appointments to the Graduation Ceremonies Committee of the Board of 
Governors 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HILL, SECONDED BY PROF. GORDON, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE GRADUATION CEREMONIES 
COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, (DOCUMENT 
US-85-6-D3), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Revisions to the Memberships of the Arts and Science Faculty Council 


In presenting the proposed revisions to the Memberships of the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council and the Senate Library Committee, Dean Bertrand 
explained that basically the changes resulted from the recent restructuring of 
the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SAHNI, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ARTS AND SCIENCE 
FACULTY COUNCIL CONCERNING REVISIONS TO THE 
COMPOSITION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-85-6-D4), BE APPROVED, AND 
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS 
APPROVAL. 
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It is suggested and agreed that the phrase "his deputy", which appears in 
two places in the Composition of the Council of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, be changed to "his/her deputy". 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED., 

IT IS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. MISRA, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ARTS AND SCIENCE 
FACULTY COUNCIL CONCERNING REVISIONS TO THE 
COMPOSITION OF THE SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE, 
(DOCUMENT US-85-6-D5), BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Restructuring of Senate and Standing Committees of Senate 


With respect to the proposed restructuring of Senate and the Standing 
Committees of Senate, Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to document 
US-85-6-D6, which, he explained, was a resolution emanating from the 
Steering Committee. He further advised that documents US-856-D7 and 
US-85-6-D8, were the substantive documents which had resulted from 
considerable effort and discussion on the part of members of the Steering 
Committee, going back to late last winter, early spring and over the 
summer, including faculty members who continued to participate in the 
deliberations notwithstanding the fact that they had already begun sabbatical 
leaves. He asked Dr. Whyte, Vice-Rector, Academic to introduce the 
documents. 


In presenting the proposed revisions to the Membership and Powers of 
Senate, (document US-85-6-D7), and the proposed restructuring of the 
Standing Committees of Senate, (document US-85-6-D8), Dr. Whyte stated 
that it was a considerable pleasure for him to make his first presentation to 
Senate on such an important matter, and particularly one which, in his 
opinion, would have an important impact on the functioning of the academic 
sector of the University for some years. He provided a summary of the 
background and history of this item, emphasizing that this was a question 
that has been in the works for some considerable time, having been first 
raised in a memorandum to Senate from the then academic Deans in April, 
1982, who requested that the membership of Senate be reviewed with the 
objective of looking at the relative faculty representation from the Faculty of 
Arts and Science vis-a-vis representation from the other three Faculties, and 
also with the objective of making Senate less unwieldy. He further 
explained that Steering Committee, in considering the matter in April, 1985, 
broadened the objectives of the study to include the question of the Standing 
Committee structure of Senate, which, it was felt, had important 
implications with respect to the efficiency, depth, and manageability of 
discussions which could be held at Senate. He also stated that it is the 
feeling of the Steering Committee that these points and objectives have been 
addressed in the proposal now before Senate; that moreover the proposal 
goes a bit further in that there is an attempt to achieve an overall balance in 
the membership of Senate itself, and most notably, a new model for the 


committee's structure which Steering Committee feels will strengthen 
Senate's role and its implication with respect to policy determination within 
the University; and that the Steering Committee was asking for approval in 
principle of these documents and referral to Faculty Councils for reaction 
with respect to impact on Council operations. In addition, while it was 
recognized that on a certain number of the details of such an important 
proposal it was very difficult for Steering Committee to put together a 
package that would achieve initial consensus on all points, nonetheless, it 
was important for Senate to express its approval and support for the major 
thrust of the documents, whatever discussion there may be with respect to 
certain details. 


In the process of attempting to identify what he believed were some of the 
salient points in the documents, Dr. Whyte explained that the membership 
of Senate as proposed in document US-85-6-D7, would consist of 14 
administrators, 13 faculty members from the Faculty of Arts and Science, 
13 faculty members from the other three Faculties, and 13 students, for a 
total of 53 members as compared to the present Senate consisting of 59 
members. He pointed out, however, that there was a proposal in the Budget 
Cutback Task Force Report presented to Senate last year, to amalgamate the 
positions of Dean of Graduate Studies and Associate Vice-Rector, 
Academic, which, if implemented, would reduce the number of 
administrators proposed in document US85-6-D7 to 13, with a 
corresponding reduction in total Senate membership to 52. Concerning the 
Membership and Functions of Standing Committees of Senate, (document 
US-85-6-D8), Dr. Whyte pointed out that the overall thrust of the proposal 
was as set out in the introduction to the document, item 1., Nature and Role 
of Senate Committees. With respect to the Steering Committee, it is 
proposed to add the Vice-Rector, Academic as Vice-Chair of Senate to the 
Membership, and the rewritten mandate, which contains much of what was 
already in the current mandate, places increased emphasis on the thorough 
preparation of Senate debate and on the coordination of work of Senate 
committees. Concerning the Academic Planning Committee, he advised that 
the proposal arises from the recognized need for longer term reflection in the 
University and in the essential ongoing planning process in the academic 
sector; that the Committee is designed to act as a central coordinating body 
with respect to that operation and to ensure that Senate receives, in 
appropriate form, the results of that operation which is considered to be 
essential to Senate's preoccupation; that its composition has been 
established to ensure a certain representivity and also to ensure, as is 
absolutely necessary with respect to its planning function, that it is tied in as 
much as possible to the main line of the University; that it has an explicit 
mandate to initiate planning and a requirement to feed into Senate, at the 
very least, in the form of an annual report on the overall academic state of 
the University; and that concurrently, it also has a mandate to take on certain 
policy functions formerly carried out by the Fellowships, Scholarships and 
Awards Committee. In addition, the proposed Academic Planning 
Committee contains essentially the mandate of the current Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee, excluding the technical aspects presently carried 
out by UCCC; that this was an important point, because in the overall 
mandates proposed for all the committees, the thrust is to emphasize that the 


function of the committee was to bring to Senate questions of policy, be it 
academic programmes or research policy, or policy with respect to the 
running of support services, etc.; and that the technical expertise and advice 
which is necessary to enable these committees to function at a policy level, 
will be provided to these committees, to Senate and to other bodies within 
the University who need that ongoing technical expertise, by administrative 
and technical groups as spelled out in the introduction to document 
US-85-6-D8. Concerning the Research Committee, he advised that it is 
Steering Committee's belief that this new committee was necessary in order 
to provide a channel for research policy, for coordinating the formulation of 
such policy, and for bringing it forward to Senate for approval. The 
mandate of the proposed Academic Services Committee, which was broader 
in scope than the mandate of the current Senate Library Committee, was to 
channel through to Senate, policy questions dealing with the group of 
support services, and also certain aspects relating to the work of the present 
Fellowship, Scholarships and Awards Committee; in addition, this 
particular committee should enable emphasis to be placed on the academic 
objectives underlying all of the support services and which were present in 
the concepts behind the recently carried out restructuring of the University 
administration. The Appeals Committee, which was a very specific and 
highly focused committee, remains essentially as presently exists. Dr. 
Whyte stated that the Constitution of Senate Committees, (Section 9., page 
7, document US-85-6-D8), emphasizes the main point in the proposal, i.e., 
that the Committees were composed of Senators; that this was why the 
fundamental orientation of the committees was a policy one, and why the 
Steering Committee believes that having the committees composed of 
Senators will address the question of the perceived unwieldy nature of 
Senate, which was one of the objectives contained in the memorandum of 
April 5, 1982, from the Academic Deans; that having a structure whereby 
the committees were composed of Senators, would allow information to be 
diffused much more widely amongst the members of Senate, it would allow 
more people on Senate to be informed and to have more details at the 
preparation stages with respect to policy questions, and in consequence, 
have much greater input into subsequent Senate debate; and that this was the 
fundamental principle behind what was being proposed. In summary, Dr. 
Whyte emphasized that increasing the participation of Senators in the 
discussion phases of questions of policy, has as its objective, the 
strengthening of Senate's role, to make the debate on the floor of Senate as 
informed and as manageable as possible; and that the main thrust of the 
proposal was to underline the essential difference between technical 
questions that must be resolved for Senate and policy questions that must be 
resolved by Senate. 


It was agreed that before moving into a discussion on the proposal, Senate 
would consider the results of the first round of balloting in the Steering 
Committee elections. 
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Elections to the Steering Committee (cont'd.) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the first ballot, Professor M. 
Douglass, Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science and Professor R. 
Gordon, Faculty of Fine Arts have been elected to the Steering Committee. 


He further advised that in accordance with the election procedures, a second 
ballot would be required, whereby, in Commerce and Administration 
Senators would be asked to vote for either Professor Brunet or Professor 
Wills; and in Arts and Science, for two from among Professors 
Arbuckle-Maag, Broes, Lightstone, Misra and Vipond. 


While the ballots were being collected and counted, it was agreed to 
continue with discussion on Agenda Item IX. 


Restructuring of Senate and Standing Committees of Senate (cont'd.) 


Referring back to Dr. Whyte's introductory remarks, Dr. Kenniff explained 
that what was being suggested in effect was that the proposal be approved 
in principle at this meeting, followed by referral to Faculty Councils and that 
a more detailed discussion, once the Faculty Council reports have been 
received, would take place at the November, 1985, meeting of Senate. He 
drew Senate's attention to the specific resolution from the Steering 
Committee, (document US-85-6-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY PROF. GORDON, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE 
CONCERNING THE RESTRUCTURING OF SENATE AND THE 
STANDING COMMITTEES OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-85-6D6), 
BE APPROVED. 


Noting that the motion was for approval in principle and notwithstanding 
the fact that detailed comments on the intricacies of the proposal would 
probably arise during the discussion, Dr. Kenniff urged members to attempt 
insofar as possible to focus their remarks on the broad approach which has 
been taken by the Steering Committee with respect to Senate and Senate 
Committees. 


A concern was expressed over the question of the separation of technical 
expertise from policy aspects, which it was suggested, could hamper 
considerably the powers, responsibilities and authority of the Senate 
Committees, in that given the considerable changeover in the memberships 
of the Senate Committees, the separation of these two functions could lead, 
in an increasing fashion, to a predetermination of policy decisions by the 
technical groups. Concern was also expressed over the question of having 
Senate Committees composed only of Senators, it being argued that sitting 
on Senate was not necessarily a measure that the individual was the best 
person to advise on particular policy matters. A concern was also voiced 
over the proposal to add 2 Vice-Deans from Arts and Science, to the Senate 
membership. 


In response to the concern expressed above with respect to Senate 
Committees being composed of Senators, it was suggested that if the thrust 
of the proposed changes was appropriately identified to the University 
community at large, more emphasis might be placed on the election of 
Senators, thereby resulting in a Senate composed of people who were more 
appropriate to the positions involved. 


With respect to the question of having the Committees composed only of 
Senators, it was stated that the burden which would thereby be placed on 
individual faculty Senators, particularly those from Commerce and 
Administration, Engineering and Computer Science, and Fine Arts, where, 
in each case, 5 committee positions would have to be filled by 4 Senate 
representatives, would be such as to make it very difficult to find the best 
people; that the nature of what was going on in the Senate Committees was 
extremely important for the University; and that the proposal should be 
considered in terms of the workload on faculty Senators, and not, for the 
sake of having Senators better informed in particular areas, automatically 
assign Senators to these committees; and that there was a workload issue 
involved which was extremely important and for that reason one would find 
it very difficult to support even a motion to approve in principle at this 
meeting. It was also argued that restricting committee memberships to 
Senators would create the same workload problems for student members 
and particularly for graduate students where there were 6 committee 
positions to be divided among 3 graduate student Senators; that t7here were 
other people in the University, apart from Senators who could work on the 
Senate Committees; that the thrust of the proposal to have the Committees 
do the preparatory work was a good idea; and that if the Committees do this 
preparatory work properly, the size of Senate itself could be reduced and it 
could do its work faster and with much less discussion. It was further stated 
that it would be virtually impossible for student members to be able to 
devote the time that would be required, if the same individuals were sitting 
on Senate and on the Senate Committees; that while it is recognized that 
having the Committees made up of people who were not Senators, would 
result, through loss of communication, etc., in issues being debated all over 
again at Senate, this did not justify going from one extreme to the other; and 
that some middle ground should be found where perhaps a certain 
percentage of Committee memberships would come from the Senate, but 
not all of them. 


With respect to the overall composition of Senate itself, it was pointed out 
that the proposed membership would drop by 6, from 59 members to 53; 
that the undergraduate student representation would drop by 7, from 17 
members to 10, which it was argued, meant that the undergraduate students 
were absorbing more than 100% of the proposed cuts; and that in terms of 
percentage, this represented a decrease from 25% to 18% in the 
undergraduate student representation on Senate. Senate was also advised 
that the undergraduate students have not as yet taken a decision with respect 
to maintaining the existing percentage representation, i.e., whether to 
propose an increase in Senate membership or whether to propose that 
Senate remain at 53 members, with increased student representation being 


offset by corresponding reductions in other constituencies represented on 
Senate. 


It was stated that faculty members were often selected to sit on Senate for 
the wrong reasons, either based on their interest, research or lack of 
research skills, etc., and they wind up doing a great deal of committee 
work, which does not really satisfy the needs and interest of the Faculty and 
the University; that there was also an illusion of the over-centralization of 
the powers of Senate as reflected through the paradigm of the proposed 
membership, which was a serious issue which has to be considered; and 
finally, that the current membership model detracts from the 
representativeness of Senate as a vehicle which is inextricably interwoven in 
the fabric of the University, which really prevents other interested people 
who are willing and able to serve on Senate Committees, from serving on 
these Committees. 


In response to concerns expressed with respect to the question of workload 
vis-a-vis Senate Committees, it was suggested rather that the proposal might 
make the job of Senator important enough that anyone elected to Senate, 
either faculty member or student, will simply drop all other committee 
work, including Faculty Councils, etc., and concentrate, for at least a year 
on Senate responsibilities; that this would democratize the system by 
opening up Faculty Councils to other individuals who may not have had a 
chance to serve on those bodies; and that, while admittedly the task of being 
a Senator will be a fairly onerous one, it will also be a far more interesting 
task than what it has been up to this point . With respect to a concern 
expressed over the possibility of policy decisions being predetermined by 
technical groups, it was suggested that the danger of that situation arising 
would be controlled by the fact that Senate would continue to insist on 
exercising ministerial responsibility and also that each of the Senate 
Committees, which would be made up of only a small segment of the actual 
Senate membership, would have to come back to the full Senate for debate 
with respect to policy recommendations, at which point members of Senate 
could work towards heading off any such preconceptions. 


It was stated that one was in support of the initiatives which have been 
outlined in the proposal, particularly with respect to defining Senate's role 
and responsibilities. At the same time, the feeling was expressed that there 
was some validity with respect to comments which have been made vis-a- 
vis membership on Senate committees, but that these concerns might be 
resolved by amending the document by including a statement to the effect 
that "insofar as possible the Steering Committee will attempt to have the 
memberships of these committees made up of Senators". 


It was suggested and agreed that the resolution on the floor be split, so that 
the proposed revisions to the Membership and Powers of Senate, 
(document US-85-6-D7), and the restructuring of the Standing Committees 
of Senate (document US-85-6-D8), could be dealt with separately, 
beginning first with consideration of document US-85-6-D7. 


In response to a question concerning the election of faculty members of 
Senate, it was explained that the prerogative with respect to procedures 
belongs to the respective Faculty Councils, which procedures may vary 
from Faculty to Faculty. By way of example, it was pointed out that in 
Engineering and Computer Science, the elections for Senate representatives 
were Faculty wide, whereby everyone in the Faculty had the right to vote; 
and the results were subsequently ratified by the Faculty Council. 


With respect to the proposed reduction in undergraduate student 
representation on Senate, it was argued that while it was recognized that the 
objective was to strike a balance between the constituent groups on Senate, 
the student members should be viewed as in fact underlying all of the 
constituent groups, i.e., as representing the entire constituency of the 
University, and consequently representation should be more heavily 
weighted towards the students than what was being proposed, although not 
necessarily at the same strength as administrators, faculty, departments, etc. 
It was also suggested that by increasing the undergraduate student members 
by 4, for a total of 14, which was less than the existing 17, the existing 
proportional student representation in Senate would decline slightly but not 
to the extent that was being proposed. 


Concerning the above, it was stated that if there was one part of the 
proposal that one could agree with, it was the proposed reduction in the 
number of undergraduate student Senators from 17 to 10, it being argued 
that the procedures for the election of students to Senate was not very 
democratic; that the undergraduate students in the Faculty of Engineering 
and Computer Science were not represented by CUSA; and that if the 
Faculties themselves were to elect the students who would represent them 
on Senate, one would have no difficulty with respect to the number of 
undergraduate student seats on Senate. 


It was further stated that the students themselves should look again at the 
question of Senate representation, particularly in terms of the number of 
people who should be on Senate; that, historically, the makeup of Senate as 
it exists today, resulted from the merger of Sir George Williams and 
Loyola, and this was the very first time that we were looking into the 
question as to what the Senate composition ought to be; that one of the 
provisions requested by the Faculty and Divisional Deans, was that there be 
some semblance of a balance between students, faculty and administration, 
and also a relative balance between representatives from the various 
Faculties; that while at that time the Deans did not want to discuss the 
question of how the students should be represented, i.e., whether by 
election, nomination, etc., it was nevertheless assumed that the student 
representatives would be taken from the different Faculties, so that student 
aspirations, deficiencies and misgivings would be heard at the level of 
Senate; that the students should reflect on the question of representation, 
particularly given that the student members presently in Senate appear to 
have all come more or less from one Faculty; and that if they want student 
support for their associations and for their voices to be respected and heard, 
they should attempt to dome up with some kind of arrangement whereby the 
students are really represented amongst all the Faculties. 
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In response to the above, it was explained that student appointments to 
Senate at this time, were, for a number of reasons, in complete; and that 
while the figures with respect to student representation on Senate appear to 
be misleading at the moment, the matter was expected to be resolved by the 
time of the next meeting, with additional representatives being appointed 
from Commerce and Administration, Engineering and Computer Science, 
and Fine Arts. It was also stated that there was a strong feeling among the 
students themselves, that a broader representation with respect to student 
appointments to Senate, was needed. 


It was stated that given the comments and concerns that have been voiced 
during this discussion, one would feel more comfortable with an earlier 
suggestion that the documents be "received" rather than approved in 
principle, as proposed in the resolution now on the floor; and that all 
members of Senate would benefit by going back to their respective Faculties 
or Student Associations in order to sound out a little more in depth, what the 
various constituent groups have to say to their representatives on Senate, 
with respect to these proposals. 


It was noted that given the previous decision to split the motion, the motion 
now on the floor was "that Senate approve in principle the proposed 
revisions to the Membership and Powers of Senate, (document 
US-85-6-D7); and that the document be referred to Faculty Councils for 
reaction with respect to impact on Council operations, and report back to 
Senate for the meeting of November 22, 1985". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRUNET, SECONDED 
BY PROF. HILL, THAT THE PHRASE - "THAT SENATE APPROVE 
IN PRINCIPLE," BE CHANGED TO READ - "THAT SENATE 
RECEIVE". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. (36 in favour; 4 opposed; | abstention) 


The Chair advised that the motion remaining on the floor was - "That Senate 
approve in principle the proposed restructuring of the Standing Committees 
of Senate, (document US-85-6-D8); and that the document be referred to 
Faculty Councils for reaction with respect to impact on Council operations, 
and report to Senate for the meeting of November 22, 1985". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LIGHTSTONE, 
SECONDED BY PROF. BRUNET, THAT THE PHRASE - "THAT 
SENATE APPROVE IN PRINCIPLE", BE CHANGED TO READ - 
"THAT SENATE RECEIVE". 


Dr. Whyte stated that while he had supported the previous amendment and 
the main motion concerning the proposed revisions to the Membership and 
Powers of Senate, he did not think 'that document US-85-6-D8 was exactly 


parallel to or in the same category as the previous document; that the 
comments that have been made with respect to document US85-6-D8, 
principally addressed the question of workload requirements as a result of 
having all Committee memberships made up of members of Senate; that 
during the discussion a suggestion had been made to amend the document 
by including a statement to the effect that "insofar as possible an attempt will 
be made to have the memberships of these committees made up of 
Senators"; that it might be worthwhile for Senate to consider whether that 
suggestion was sufficient to offset the main objections to Senate expressing 
approval in principle of document US-85-6-D8 at this stage; and that in his 
opinion, it would be useful to have some indication of Senate's feeling with 
respect to the thrust of document US-85-6-D8 before November, 1985. 


The feeling was expressed that while many of the comments which have 
been made with respect to document US-85-6-D8, had a bearing on 
workload, there were also comments made with respect to technical 
expertise, which was an issue of principle and not of pragmatics. It was 
further stated that there were other issues of a fairly fundamental nature 
which one would have difficulty with, including the rather shifting 
representation by population notion which was a constant variable in the 
Committee membership, 1.e., 2 representatives from Arts and Science; that 
this was a principle that needed as much discussion as any of the principles 
which Senate has quickly gone over vis-a-vis the Membership and Powers 
of Senate; and that one would personally favour the option of "receiving" 
the document rather than "approval in principle". 


The feeling was expressed that, if anything, the proposed restructuring of 
the Standing Committees of Senate, (document US-85-6-D8), was more 
controversial than the proposed revisions to the Membership and Powers of 
Senate, (document US-85-6-D7), which Senate had just decided to receive 
and refer for consultation. It was also stated that regardless of what we 
might decide to do at this point, there would be no final approval in any 
event until November; that "receiving" the document would not hold back 
the process any more than what it would otherwise be held back; and that 
given the controversial nature of the proposal, one would want to hear the 
views of the Faculty Council before approving the document in principle. 


It was stated that the amendment was not being proposed with the intent of 
down-playing the importance of the work of the Steering Committee in 
bringing its reports to Senate; that, rather it was an excellent piece of work 
but it was not necessarily a final piece of work; that although the two reports 
were not married, they were certainly formally engaged; and that if Senate 
decides to deal with one report without the other, it would not be doing a 
service to either report. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. (38 in 
favour; 0 opposed; 3 abstentions) 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


85-6-20 


85-6-21 


85-6-21 


85-6-22 


85-6-23 


Elections to the Steering Committee (cont'd.) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the second and final round of 
balloting, the following faculty members have been elected to the Steering 
Committee: 


Prof. P. Brunet - Faculty of Commerce and Administration; 
Prof. T. Arbuckle-Maag - Faculty of Arts and Science; 
Prof. J. Lightstone - Faculty of Arts and Science. 


Dr. Kenniff also advised that Senate had amended the composition of the 
Steering Committee last year to include a graduate student representative; 
and that it was expected that the name of the graduate student representative 
would be submitted and dealt with at the next Senate meeting, which would 
complete the membership of the Steering Committee for 1985/86. 


Next meeting 


It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 pm, 
Friday, October 25, 1985. 


For the benefit of those members of Senate who might have some 
nonacademic interests, Dr. Kenniff advised that given the inclement 
weather, the Shaughnessy Cup football game between the Concordia 
Stingers and the McGill Redmen, which was scheduled for tonight, has 
been cancelled and rescheduled for tomorrow afternoon. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:12 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


